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though it may be merely for nominal damages (n). This
is sometimes expressed by the phrase " Conversion cannot
be purged." If the goods are returned or offered to be
returned after action brought, unless the plaintiff can
prove that he has suffered special damage, he will, as a
rule, be entitled to no more than nominal damages (o),
and the Court may stay proceedings on the payment of
such nominal damages and costs (p).
To the general rule that in trover the measure of
damages is the value of the goods, there is an exception
if the defendant himself has an interest in the goods, in
which case the plaintiff's damage is limited to the value
of his own interest in them (q). The cases laying down
this rule were all cases of the sale or repledge of a pledge
by the pledgee, but the principle has been extended to
hire-purchase agreements in a certain form by the cases
of Whiteley v. Hilt (r) and Belsize v. Cox (s).
This may become a matter of great importance in hire-
purchase agreements. Unless the agreement specifically
provides against the assignability of the hirer's interest in
the hired goods and the hire-purchase agreement, the
hirer may transfer his interest to a third party as in
the case of Whiteley v. Hilt (r), and even a breach of the
hiring agreement by sale or pledge may not be deemed to
be so radical as to constitute a complete termination of
the bailment, and the purchaser from the hirer may be
entitled to say that he has such an interest or special
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